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Sir: 

IS saDniittcd ill rcsporsc to thv, Oitlcial Actiorx aated Octobet 21, 2GGQ 
Claims 1-20 stand rejected under 35 USC §102 as hemg anticipated by Tanaka, The 
Appbcants tiote with appreciation die Exaininer's conxmeats wtth resT)oct to the hypothetical 
application of Tanaks against Claims 1-20 The Applicants respectfully submit, however, that 
Tanaka fails to expliciiiy or implicitly disclose tlit; subject matter m those claims Reasons are 
set forth below. 

Rd,.urg to tlv coi in <-£ si ^ v i \ f !^ i- s !ok 'h:. u L^<.v arc t'-soniialiy 

b'-nken into two portions, one poiuon t iiecied to tiie Aoplicaiis' Joc oi lie nansitional phrase 
''comprising" and the request to show unexpected results The \pphcams will addiess both of 
tijose issues. 

First, the Applicants agree that Claim 1 contains a transitional phrase "compHsmg" in 
no rtt. Io^m:^ With lespect to tho dt,*cni'iri^fion iho ri^st vt o* vl\eJ \erdiol 
Lu 5 f o n h b. Kant"? note that t'le rajs "s'l L &c c2) 'v,c!t<.,'^ i ^H..tbc t h ' t, >^i\poi.jnd 
h^\uig Oi'^alvjkne mits 'Cinsi^-t t ^ \ nstins thd< the poS^cUierJ^ol compounds are 

indeed limited to the ones speeiied in tke claim. Those skilled in the art would not interpret tlie 



dmm 10 be open to additional pGlyetkerdial eoffipouiids ba^^^ in line 

one because ii would simply not make sense to have those polyetherdioi compoundij defined 
specifically in paragraph (2) by using "consisting of yet be able to include other polyefeeidioi 
compoimds elsewhere m the claim. Thus, the Applicants respectfirliy submit that Claims 1*20 
exclude the disclosed mTXtore of Tanaica. 

Wift rc«;pcci io the requested shovsuig of unexpected lesults, ihe \pp!ica'its submit a 

a scnes of expcnme:its which takes a variety of cxan-jpics d.'"cctl> irora fanalca (Expeiiments 1- 
3>. conducts a vanation on one of the exani^les &om Tanaka (Experiment 4) and then conducts a 
final example tliat is within die scope of the Apphcaiits' claims (Experiment 5), I he results of 
those experiments are tabulated in Tables 1 and 2, Mx. Morikami focuses on the surprising result 
obtained with respect to tbo iiUnnaic elongation as higlilightcd in Tabic 2 In that regard, Mr, 
Monkam: demonstrates Ihi. urcvrectediv large ultin-Jate elongation ob.Li'icd .n Fxpcnmciit 5 
veisui those in sio ^.t >^t op<.>t vs wlrch a?o di v,u i>\\afd dK Thus \h Monkami 
ALs conducted a t>ciies of £i.f>.c'i compansons boiwcen the claimed sabjccl maacr aiid Tanaka. 

Mr, Monkami's Declaration concludes with a discussion of the results on pages 1 8-21 of 
the Declaration wherein he demonstrates the unexpected result obtained by modifyuig the 
polycthcrdtoi of Experiment 3 (taken from Tanaka) by utihzing LS-pentanedio! in place of 1,6- 
hexanedioL 

The 4pplicants thcs ies|xrtii!l\ submi that tnc\ havv; condixied *he rocuosied 
^cjnnt."i ^fin hv.t\seen larak'. a.iJ tbo \ pp lO.mts' ciarujd v jjyo; 'nalki and h<i\o ^\o\%n a 
suunsmg anc vmexpected result tiiat confimis that the mixture of the diols of Tanaka is m fact 
unite different trom the mixture of diols as claimed by the Applicants, excluding hexanediol. 
Withdrawal of the rejectiGn is respeetfkliy requested. 

In hght of the foregoing, the Applicants resjiectfully submit that the entire appUcauou is 
now in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested 
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